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 APPENDIX B 

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 
In May 2004, the U.S. Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration Nevada Site Office 
(NNSA/NSO) issued the Preapproval Draft Environmental Assessment for the Radiological Nuclear 
Countermeasures Test and Evaluation Complex, Nevada Test Site (DOE/EA-1499) for review and public 
comment.  A total of six comment letters were received.  These letters were analyzed and NNSA/NSO 
identified a total of 86 comments. 
 
This appendix provides the comments received and NNSA/NSO’s responses.  Each written comment letter 
has been included.  Comments have been assigned unique reference numbers.  Responses to comments 
follow each letter and contain the comment reference number.  Table A-1 is a list of the comment letters that 
were received, with the letter reference numbers, commenter name, and organization if applicable.   
 
 
 
 
        Table A-1.  Summary of Comments Received on the Preapproval Draft Environmental   
                           Assessment 
 

Comment 
Reference 
Number 

Commenter Page 
Number 

L-1 Robert Loux, State of Nevada, Agency for Nuclear Projects, Carson 
City, NV 
 

B-3 

L-2 Peggy Maze Johnson, Citizen Alert, Las Vegas, NV 
 

B-17 

L-3 John Hadder, Citizen Alert, Reno, NV 
 

B-19 

L-4 Steve Erickson, Citizens Education Project, Salt Lake City, UT 
 

B-22 

L-5 Vernon Brechin, Mountain View, CA 
 

B-26 

L-6 Sam Volpentest, Tri-City Industrial Development Council, Kennewick, 
WA 
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L-1-10 

L-1-11 

L-1-12 
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L-1-13 

L-1-14 

L-1-15 

L-1-16 

L-1-17 

L-1-18 
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L-1-19 

L-1-20 

L-1-21 

L-1-22 

L-1-23 

L-1-24 
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L-1-25 

L-1-26 

L-1-27 

L-1-28 
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L-1-29 

L-1-30 

L-1-31 

L-1-32 

L-1-33 
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(cont’d) 
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Response to comment L1-1.   A new section has been added to the EA, 1.3 Public 
Involvement and Scoping, and letters received during the scoping period have been included 
in Appendix A. 
 
Response to comment L1-2.   A new section has been added to the EA, 1.3 Public 
Involvement and Scoping. 
 
Response to comment L1-3.   The Airport Inspection Facility would include x-ray equipment 
for examining baggage and carry-on items typical of any airport in the United States.  State 
of Nevada regulations for radiation control are found at Nevada Administrative Code 459.  
Those regulations include certain exemptions (NAC 459.120) for work conducted by the U.S. 
Department of Energy.  As applicable, NNSA/NSO will consult with the Nevada Bureau of 
Health Protection Services to ascertain the applicability of NAC 459 to Rad/NucCTEC and 
equipment and materials used therein. 
 
Response to comment L1-4.  “Source-to-target” container distance refers to the distance 
between the accelerator to the cargo container wall, which would be approximately one 
meter.    
 
Response to comment L1-5.    Safety features at the Active Interrogation Facility would 
include a  6-foot high chain link fence surrounding the very high radiation area.  The fence 
would have an active interlock system for immediate accelerator shutdown if the entrance 
gate were opened during operation.  Any radiation areas would be posted with appropriate 
signs.  Warning lights would be active when accelerators are in operation.  Section 2.1.1 has 
been revised to clarify shielding, exclusion areas, and other safety mechanisms that would 
be used at the Active Interrogation Facility. 
 
Response to comment L1-6.  The SNM that would be used at Rad/NucCTEC is owned by 
NNSA.  Radioactive sources that would be used at Rad/NucCTEC are owned by NNSA or 
would be acquired from various sources, including commercial vendors, national 
laboratories, etc.  Although the preapproval draft EA used the term “medical isotopes,” it is 
important to note that there would be no medical use of radioactive materials at 
Rad/NucCTEC.  However, isotopes with relatively short half-lives that are typically used for 
medical purposes will be used for tests and evaluations of detection equipment and for 
training at Rad/NucCTEC.  For this reason, the term “medical isotopes” has been replaced 
throughout the EA with the term “short half-life isotopes.”  NNSA/NSO anticipates that short 
half-life isotopes for use in Rad/NucCTEC would be acquired from licensed vendors.  It is 
anticipated that short half-life isotopes would be used for a period of about one week 
following acquisition and then would be returned to the vendor(s) for disposition. 
 
Radioactive materials that would be used at the complex are regulated under 10 CFR 835 
while in the custody of NNSA.  DOT regulations would apply to any shipments of radioactive 
materials.  Radioactive materials acquired from or returned to a vendor would be regulated 
by NRC or an appropriate agreement state while in the possession of the vendor.  Section 
2.1.2.3 has been revised to include this information. 
 
Response to comment L1-7.   There is one FFACO site, a Corrective Action Site (CAS), 
located in the vicinity of the project area.  It is located about 0.75 mile south of the proposed 
Rad/NucTEC site, on the border between Areas 5 and 6.  The CAS is an open well that 
appears to have been started and then abandoned.  Section 3.1 has been revised to include 
this information. 
 
Response to comment L1-8.   SNM would be stored at the DAF at the end of each work day.  
The only exception to this would be when the “work day” is 24 hours and the complex is fully 
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staffed with security forces present.   Section 2.1.2.3 has been revised to clarify this. 
 
Response to comment L1-9.   Radiological sources, other than SNM and short half-life 
isotopes would be acquired from NRC or agreement state licensees and transferred to DOE 
control.  Section 2.1.2.3 has been revised to more fully describe non-SNM sources that 
would be used at Rad/NucCTEC.  
 
Response to comment L1-10.   All radioactive/nuclear materials would be protected in 
accordance with applicable requirements.  Sections 2.1.2.3 and 2.1.3 of this EA describe 
nuclear operations that would occur at the Rad/NucCTEC and safeguards and security 
measures, respectively.  The “nuclear implementation plan” referenced in section 2.1.3 of 
the preapproval draft EA is a project management tool used to document the steps that 
would be taken to comply with 10 CFR 830, Nuclear Safety Management.  Section 2.1.2.3 of 
this EA has been revised to summarize the steps that would be taken to ensure 
Rad/NucCTEC compliance with 10 CFR 830. 
 
Response to comment L1-11.   The NTS, and in particular the proposed location in Area 6, 
was viewed by the sponsor and NNSA to be the best suited location for the Rad/NucCTEC 
for the following reasons:  the presence of an established (existing) staging facility for SNM, 
located near the Rad/NucCTEC; an experienced federal/contractor work force; the ability to 
meet security requirements when working outside of a physical structure; isolated and 
restricted public access with relatively few encroachment issues due to the NTS being 
surrounded by other federal lands; and, NTS can meet the requirements of the new DOE 
Design Basis Threat.  Section 2.2.2 has been revised to better describe the site selection 
process. 
 
Response to comment L1-12.   The administrative land withdrawals which compose the 
boundaries of the NTS were withdrawn for the use of the DOE’s successor Atomic Energy 
Commission for “weapons testing” and for purposes “in connection with” the NTS.  Historical 
uses of the NTS have included a number of compatible activities in addition to the primary 
continuing purpose of weapons testing, including various “work for others” activities.  The 
currently proposed activities are also compatible, and not inconsistent with, the ongoing 
availability of the NTS for use as a weapons testing site. 
 
In response to comments on the draft NTS EIS, in 1996 the DOE committed to entering into 
a consultation process with the U.S. Department of Interior (DOI) to ensure that uses of the 
NTS would remain consistent with the purpose for which the lands were withdrawn.  (As 
noted in the Agency for Nuclear Projects comment, a similar DOE commitment was entered 
into in settlement of a state of Nevada lawsuit.)  The consultation process between the DOE 
and the DOI is still underway, and DOE has kept the State of Nevada appraised of this 
consultation through repeated correspondence with state of Nevada officials from 1998 
through 2003. 
 
Response to comment L1-13.   As indicated in Section 8, Table 1, Public Water System 
Permit NY-0360-12-NTNC is applicable to the public water system that would supply the 
proposed Rad/NucCTEC.  This permit is issued by the Nevada State Health Division under 
the Safe Drinking Water Act.  Section 3.1.2, which contains a brief discussion of the NTS 
water system, has been revised to include this information.  Table 1 has also been updated 
to correct the permit number. 
 
Response to comment L1-14.   Bechtel Nevada Waste Generator Services (BN/WGS) would 
establish one or more Satellite Accumulation Areas (SAA) at the construction site.  After one 
drum of hazardous waste has accumulated in a SAA or upon completion of construction and 
disestablishment of the SAA(s), BN/WGS would be responsible for transport of the 
hazardous waste to the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permitted 
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Hazardous Waste Storage Unit (HWSU) in Area 5.  During the year when a sufficient 
quantity of hazardous waste has accumulated at the HWSU to make off-site shipping 
economical, a licensed vendor transports this waste to a RCRA permitted treatment/disposal 
facility for final disposition.  Section 4.1.1.2 has been revised to more fully describe how 
hazardous waste would be managed during Rad/NucCTEC construction and operation. 
 
Response to comment L1-15.   There are no plans to generate low-level or mixed waste at 
the Rad/NucCTEC.  All radioactive materials would be encapsulated or sealed, and would 
not intentionally be breached.  Should any radioactive wastes ever be generated, the wastes 
would be managed in accordance with DOE Order 435.1, Radioactive Waste Management, 
using the processes already in place for managing radioactive wastes generated at the NTS.  
Low-level and mixed low-level waste generated on the NTS may be disposed of at the Area 
5 Radioactive Waste Management Site.  NNSA/NSO maintains RCRA-compliant interim 
status for Pit 3 at the Area 5 RWMS for disposal of mixed low-level radioactive waste 
generated on the NTS (Permit #NVHW009, Part V.A, March 1995; reissued November 
2000).  Bechtel Nevada Waste Generator Services works with waste generators to assure 
proper characterization of the waste and adherence to waste acceptance criteria. 
 
Response to comment L1-16.   State of Nevada regulations for radiation control are found at 
Nevada Administrative Code 459.  Those regulations include certain exemptions (NAC 
459.120) for work conducted by the U.S. Department of Energy.  As appropriate, 
NNSA/NSO will consult with the Nevada Bureau of Health Protection Services to ascertain 
the applicability of NAC 459 to Rad/NucCTEC and equipment and materials used therein, 
including short half-life isotopes. 
 
Response to comment L1-17.   Storage of sources at Rad/NucCTEC is described in Section 
2.1.2.3 of this EA.   
 
Response to comment L1-18.   See response L1-15 above. 
 
Response to comment L1-19.   If a radioactive waste were generated by SNM, the waste 
would be managed as low-level radioactive waste or Transuranic (TRU) waste, as 
appropriate.  TRU waste generated at the Rad/NucCTEC would be stored on the existing 
TRU Waste Pad at the Area 5 Radioactive Waste Management Site pending shipment for 
disposal at the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in Carlsberg, New Mexico.  Also, see response 
L1-15 above.   
 
Response to comment L1-20.   Prior weapons testing at the NTS was limited to certain areas 
of the NTS that did not include the proposed project site.  Much if not all of the radioactivity 
released as a result of atmospheric testing in the Frenchman Flat area decayed very quickly 
after each test was conducted.  Areas contaminated from safety tests, or subcritical events, 
have undergone extensive surveys to delineate areas of radioactive contamination.  The 
proposed project site was not found to be radioactively contaminated.  Therefore there would 
be no exposure pathways or potential health impacts to workers, trainees and others from 
resuspension of radionuclides.   Section 4.1.7 has been revised to clarify this issue. 
 
Response to comment L1-21.   An evaluation was conducted to determine if an application 
for approval of construction or modification would be required by EPA under 40 CFR 61.07 
and 40 CFR 61.96.  Following EPA guidelines in Appendix D to Part 61, “Methods for 
Estimating Radionuclide Emissions,” an EPA CAP-88 model evaluation of the proposed 
facility was conducted and the maximum dose to an individual was determined to be below 
0.1 mrem/yr, the limit above which an application to the EPA would be necessary.  No 
emissions are anticipated from the proposed facility under normal operations.  Section 4.1.7 
has been revised to clarify this issue. 
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Response to comment L1-22.   The NTS presently operates an EPA-approved site 
compliance air monitoring network for radionuclides that would include the proposed facility.  
Section 4.1.7 has been revised to include this information. 
 
Response to comment L1-23.   See response L1-20 above.  
 
Response to comment L1-24.   Section 4.1.11 has been revised to more accurately describe 
safety and health protection standards that will be applicable to the Rad/NucCTEC. 
 
Response to comment L1-25.   Section 5.1.1 has been revised to address activities that 
would be conducted at the NTS under Environmental Assessment for Activities Using 
Biological simulants and Releases of Chemicals at the Nevada Test Site (DOE/EA-1494).   
 
Response to comment L1-26.  Some NTS workers may perform tasks at multiple facilities 
where exposure to radioactivity is possible.  All workers at NNSA/NSO sites are protected by 
a comprehensive radiation protection program, fully responsive to 10 CFR 835, Occupational 
Radiation Protection.  The NNSA/NSO Radiation Protection Program is documented in 
NV/YMP Radiological Control Manual (RADCON Manual).  The RADCON Manual specifies 
annual dose limits for workers, pregnant workers, minors, and members of the public.  
NNSA/NSO coordinates all activities at the NTS through its Site Operations Center to 
prevent conflicts associated with site use.  NNSA/NSO has detailed emergency 
response/management plans for each facility at the NTS and for the NTS in general.  If an 
accident were to occur at Rad/NucCTEC appropriate emergency response plans would be 
implemented and steps taken to protect the health and safety of potentially affected 
personnel.  Section 5.1.10 has been revised to incorporate this information.   
 
Response to comment L1-27.   This comment refers to the potential for harmful health 
effects to individuals working at the Yucca Mountain Project (YMP) who are exposed to 
radiological materials accidentally or intentionally dispersed under the proposed action.  
Anytime a person is exposed to a significant quantity of radiation there is a potential for 
harmful health effects.  Since all radioactive materials used at the facility would be totally 
sealed and would be used only in that form, there is no plan to intentionally disperse 
radioactive materials.  Therefore, the only way that a worker at YMP could be exposed 
would be due to an accident of sufficient energy combined with proper weather conditions to 
disperse materials and carry the dispersion to the YMP.  The NNSA has developed a 
methodology of analysis, planning and program implementation to minimize the potential for 
accidents, as well as the mitigation of consequences in the remote possibility of an accident 
occurring.  Modeling is performed using quantity and form of materials at risk (in this case 
radionuclides expected to be present at the facility), weather and terrain conditions, and 
distances to workers and the public.  The results of that modeling provide information that is 
used in the planning of facility design and the construction of safety structures, systems, and 
components (for example, shielding and fire suppression systems) so that the potential for 
accident and consequence of the accident are minimized.  (See Section 7.0, Hazards 
Analysis for further discussion on this topic).  In addition, each operating facility at the 
Nevada Test Site (NTS) is required to prepare an Emergency Management Hazards 
Assessment (EMHA) that identifies hazards during an emergency as well as the response to 
envisioned emergencies.  EMHAs also identify personnel at the facility that are responsible 
for taking action, notification and response procedures, evacuation routes, etc.  There is an 
established Emergency Management network at the NTS that provides interface with the 
facility personnel in the event of an emergency for coordination of site-wide response, 
including YMP personnel.  Simulated emergencies are required to be performed at all 
facilities on a regular basis to exercise the emergency response capability at the NTS.  All 
these activities would contribute to make the risk posed to YMP workers from Rad/NucCTEC 
extremely low. 
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Response to comment L1-28.   See response L1-20 above.   
 
Response to comment L1-29.   Currently there are no potential emission sources at the 
proposed complex that would require modification of the NTS Class II Air Quality Operating 
Permit.  Surface disturbances associated with construction of the Rad/NucCTEC are 
regulated by a site-wide surface disturbance that is part of the NTS Class II Air Quality 
Operating Permit (see Section 8.4, Table 1) and as such requires the control of fugitive dust.    
 
Response to comment L1-30.   See response L1-20 above.   
 
Response to comment L1-31.   See response L1-22 above. 
 
Response to comment L1-32.   Section 7.0, Accident Analysis has been re-titled “Hazards 
Analysis” and revised to describe the rigorous hazard identification and mitigation process 
that NNSA/NSO will use to ensure that adequate and appropriate engineering and 
administrative controls are incorporated into the design and operation of Rad/NucCTEC. 
 
Response to comment L1-33.   Section 8, “Regulatory Requirements” has been revised to 
incorporate additional requirements that may be applicable to the Rad/NucCTEC.   
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L-2-1 

L-2-2 



 
Response to comment L2-1.  The basis for the commenter’s request for extending the 
deadline for comments on the EA until after November 2004 is based upon an assumption 
that the proposed project would adversely impact groundwater.  Based on the analysis 
described in Section 4.1.5.2, NNSA/NSO has determined that the requested extension is 
unwarranted. 
 
Response to comment L2-2.  Section 2.1.3 has been revised to provide additional 
information on measures for securing special nuclear material and all other radioactive 
materials that would be used at the proposed facility.  Although it is agreed that security of 
these materials is critical, specific details of safeguards and security plans are not subject to 
public review and comment.  Therefore, the requested public hearings are not warranted
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L-3-1 

L-3-2 

L-3-3 

L-3-4 

L-3-5 



 
Response to comment L3-1.    NNSA/NSO contracts with the Desert Research Institute 
(DRI) for cultural resources support.  DRI is funded to maintain a cadre of qualified 
professional archaeologists who exceed the Secretary of the Interior Standards and 
Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation, 30 CFR Part 61.  The surveys of this 
area were conducted by DRI archaeologists.  As stated in the EA, there are no significant 
cultural sites in the area of potential effect for the proposed project. 
 
Consultation with the tribes was accomplished through the draft EA process.  Copies of the 
draft EA were distributed to 17 tribal chairpersons and 23 tribal representatives.  No 
comments or questions were received from the tribes.   
 
Response to comment L3-2.   Although there are other facilities in the country that are 
performing detector test and evaluation activities, none of these facilities are categorized as 
a Nuclear Hazard Category II facility.  This limits the types of material that can be used in 
those facilities.  In addition, a key purpose for constructing the Rad/NucCTEC at the 
proposed location is the proximity of the Device Assembly Facility, which will house the SNM 
materials to be used at the facility. 
 
Response to comment L3-3.   The NTS EIS addressed a wide range of ongoing, planned, 
and potential activities at the NTS.  The Record of Decision for the NTS EIS stated, in part, 
“The DOE Nevada Operations Office [National Nuclear Security Administration Nevada Site 
Office] Work for Others Program will continue to be an important aspect of Nevada Test Site 
related activities.  These ongoing activities primarily involve the Department of Defense, the 
Defense Special Weapons Agency [Defense Threat Reduction Agency], and other federal 
agencies.  The primary focus of these activities is centered around treaty verification, 
nonproliferation, counterproliferation, demilitarization, and defense related research and 
development.”  The proposed Rad/NucCTEC falls within the kinds of activities contemplated 
in the NTS EIS and ROD. 
 
Response to comment L3-4.   In the US Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) Biological Opinion 
for the Nevada Test Site (1996), the FWS states that a viable mitigation measure for loss of 
tortoise habitat is revegetation of disturbed areas.  This mitigation measure is common in 
many Biological Opinions that the FWS issues to various agencies and companies that 
disturb land in tortoise habitat. Since it is the responsibility of the FWS to protect desert 
tortoises, DOE will comply with their Biological Opinion on appropriate mitigation measures.  
Desert tortoise relocation is a common practice in Nevada with many of the individuals that 
have been removed in the Las Vegas Valley being relocated to the area south of Jean where 
they are being monitored by FWS and/or BLM personnel. There are numerous examples of 
successful habitat reclamation in the Mojave Desert.  The commenter is referred to the work 
done by the Desert Manager’s Group under the working group - Desert Lands Restoration.  
This working group is an interagency effort that includes private and university professionals 
involved in land restoration.  They have published various articles and reclamation manuals 
on desert land reclamation (Bainbridge et al 1998).  The DOE has also funded research on 
habitat reclamation on and near the NTS and has demonstrated that habitat reclamation is 
feasible (CRWMS 1999). 
 
Bainbridge, D., R MacAller, M. Fidelibus, A.Newton, A.C. Williams, L. Lippitt, and R. 
Fransen. 1998. A Beginner’s Guide to Desert Restoration.  Second Edition.  Department of 
Interior, National Park Service, Lake Mead National Recreation Area. 
 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Management System.  1999.  Reclamation Feasibility Studies at 
Yucca Mountain, Nevada: 1992-1995. B00000000-01717-5700-00003. U.S. Department of 
Energy. Washington, D.C. 
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Response to comment L3-5.   A new section, 1.3 Public Involvement and Scoping, has been 
added to this EA.
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L-4-1 

L-4-2 

L-4-3 

L-4-4 
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L-4-5 

L-4-6 

L-4-7 

L-4-8 

L-4-9 
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Response to comment L4-1.  As described in Chapter 4.0 Environmental Effects, there 
would be no offsite impacts from Rad/NucCTEC operations.  Based on this fact, NNSA/NSO 
determined that conducting the requested public meetings in “downwind” communities would 
not be warranted. 
 
Response to comment L4-2.  Based upon this EA and considering all of the comments 
received, NNSA/NSO will determine if a full environmental impact statement is necessary to 
adequately address the environmental impacts of the proposed Rad/NucCTEC or if a finding 
of no significant impact is supported. 
 
Response to comment L4-3.  The commenter’s objection is referring to the testing of nuclear 
weapons at the NTS.  There has not been a nuclear detonation at the NTS since September 
1992.    Although the proposed action would include the handling of Special Nuclear 
Materials, nuclear testing (i.e. detonation of nuclear weapons) would certainly not be 
conducted at Rad/NucCTEC and there would be no adverse impacts to any off-site 
populations. 
 
Response to comment L4-4.    Sections 2.1.2.3 and 2.1.3 of this EA describe operations and 
safeguards and security for Rad/NucCTEC.     
  
Response to comment L4-5.    Section 7.0 has been revised to describe the iterative process 
that is used to identify and mitigate against potential hazards that may be posed by a 
proposed nuclear facility, such as Rad/NucCTEC.  Also, see response L1-10 above. 
 
Response to comment L4-6.    See response L1-5 above 
 
Response to comment L4-7.    See responses L1-11 and L1-12 above. 
 
Response to comment L4-8.    See response L1-20 above. 
 
Response to comment L4-9.    Section 5.1.1 has been revised to address activities that 
would be conducted at the NTS under Environmental Assessment for Activities Using 
Biological simulants and Releases of Chemicals at the Nevada Test Site (DOE/EA-1494) as 
well as other ongoing and proposed projects.  Also, see response L1-27.
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L-5-1 

L-5-2 



 
  

 

L-5-3 

L-5-4 

L-5-5 

L-5-6 
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L-5-6 
(cont’d) 

L-5-7 

L-5-8 

L-5-9 

L-5-10 

L-5-11 
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L-5-11 
(cont’d) 

L-5-12 

L-5-13 

L-5-14 

L-5-15 
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L-5-16 

L-5-17 

L-5-18 

L-5-19 
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L-5-19 
(cont’d) 

L-5-20 

L-5-21 

L-5-22 
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L-5-22 
(cont’d) 

L-5-23 

L-5-24 
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L-5-25 

L-5-26 

L-5-27 

L-5-28 



 

L-5-28 
(cont’d) 

L-5-29 

L-5-30 

L-5-31 

L-5-32 
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L-5-32 
(cont’d) 

L-5-33 

L-5-34 

L-5-35 

L-5-36 
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L-5-36 
(cont.) 
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Response to comment L5-1.    NNSA/NSO is responsible for the content and accuracy of 
this EA. 
 
Response to comment L5-2.    Section 1.2 of this EA addresses the purpose and need for 
the proposed project.  The proposed project is funded by the U.S. Department of 
Homeland Security.   
 
Response to comment L5-3.    Comment noted. 
 
Response to comment L5-4.    The analysis for this EA addressed impacts to the full 100 
acres that represent the full development of the Rad/NucCTEC, including potential venues.  
The figures provided in the EA are adequate for purposes of describing the location of the 
proposed project.  A precise map of venue locations within the project area would not 
enhance the impact analysis;  There is no requirement to send the suggested detailed 
information to EPA.  NNSA/NSO completed the analysis necessary to determine if an 
application for approval of construction or modification would be required by EPA under 40 
CFR 61.07 and 40 CFR 61.96.  Following EPA guidelines in Appendix D to Part 61, 
“Methods for Estimating Radionuclide Emissions,” an EPA CAP-88 model evaluation of the 
proposed facility was conducted and determined to be below 0.1 mrem/yr, the limit above 
which an application to the EPA would be necessary.  No emissions are anticipated from 
the proposed facility under normal operations.  Copies of the preapproval draft EA were 
provided to three offices of the Bureau of Land Management, including the State Director.  
The same offices will also receive a copy of the final EA and NNSA/NSO’s determination 
that either an EIS is necessary or that a finding of no significant impact is supported. 
 
Response to comment L5-5.    NNSA does not make public announcement of the 
presence or movement of special nuclear materials or nuclear weapons in order to ensure 
absolute safeguarding of such materials.  Pursuant to DOE Order 470.1, Safeguards and 
Security Program, NNSA/NSO will perform a security (vulnerability) assessment for the 
Rad/NucCTEC and all operations connected to it and implement adequate security 
measures to protect any type of material at the facility.  The results of that security 
assessment are classified.  DOE Order 470.1, establishes general program requirements 
and there are series of orders, policies, and guides tiered from that order.  Safeguards and 
Security program elements include: Program Management, DOE Order 470 series; 
Personnel Security, DOE Order 472 series; Protection Operations, DOE Order 5632 and 
DOE Order 473 series; Materials Control and Accountability, DOE Order 5633 and DOE 
Order 474 series; and Information Security, DOE Order 5639 and DOE Order 471 series.    
 
Response to comment L5-6.  Machine and personnel safety measures fall into two main 
categories:  engineered components and administrative controls.  Engineered barriers at 
the Active Interrogation Facility would include the building itself and a fence that would be 
extended out in the direction of potential beam dispersion at a sufficient distance 
calculated by staff health physicists to preclude personnel outside the fence from getting a 
significant exposure.  Other engineered components would include safety interlocks on 
doors and equipment panels that preclude the energizing of generation devices while 
workers are inside the area of concern.  Large movable concrete barriers would be placed 
in critical locations for shielding, the mass and configuration of which would depend on the 
experiments being performed.  Administrative controls would include a comprehensive 
training program for workers; access control at both the entrance to the Rad/NucCTEC 
complex (the whole facility is fenced) as well as at the Active Interrogation Facility itself.  
During the conduct of experiments, a detailed step-by-step checklist procedure would be 
used that includes verification and functionality of engineered controls prior to energizing 
any sources.  Operations would be conducted remotely during experimentation with higher 
flux sources. 
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Typically, the high energy beams used at the facility would shine upwards.  Because a 
small percentage of the incident beam can be diffracted and reflected in many directions 
by the atmosphere (a phenomenon termed “sky-shine”), modeling was performed to 
calculate the significance of this phenomenon to workers and the environment.  
Conclusions indicated that there were no occupational or wildlife issues associated with 
this effect.  However, because detection systems used in the other venues are so 
sensitive, the Active Interrogation Facility would be located some distance away from other 
venues in the Rad/NucCTEC to minimize any interference. 
 
Any time a material is exposed to neutron flux, a very small quantity of nuclei in the atoms 
of the material will absorb, or “capture” a neutron, converting that atom to a radioactive 
isotope.  The term for this phenomenon is called neutron activation.  This phenomenon is 
significant in regions of extremely high neutron flux with lengthy exposure durations, such 
as inside a nuclear reactor.  In that environment, components of the reactor become highly 
activated, and therefore the components themselves become highly radioactive.  In the 
activities identified to be performed at the Active Interrogation Facility, it is true that some 
atoms of collateral materials exposed to the beams would be activated (i.e., crates, cargo 
containers, truck trailers).  However, insufficient neutron flux and exposure duration would 
occur to activate these materials to any level of concern.   
 
Response to comment L5-7.    As indicated in section 2.1.2.1 of this EA, the entire 
proposed project area is undisturbed.  The High Speed Road will not intersect or overlap 
any existing roads.   
 
Response to comment L5-8.    To minimize the risk should an accident occur, all SNM 
would remain in its shipping container when in use on the High-Speed Road.  Section 
2.1.1 has been revised to clarify this point.  
 
Response to comment L5-9.    Inclusion of the requested information in a sidebar in the EA 
would not enhance the analysis of environmental impacts of the proposed action. 
 
Response to comment L5-10.   If this EA analysis indicates the necessity of doing so, 
NNSA will prepare an EIS. 
 
Response to comment L5-11.   The term used in the EA, “processed, altered or modified” 
is used in a macroscopic sense to describe to the public that the materials would not be 
dismantled, used in chemical reactions, or removed from their cladding.  Although 
materials at the Active Interrogation Facility would be subjected to neutron and high energy 
photon beams, the quantity of activation products would be so slight that those levels 
would be well below free release limits.  See response L5-6. 
 
Response to comment L5-12.   While radiological materials are in use at the 
Rad/NucCTEC, the materials will be used in several configurations depending on the types 
of testing being performed.  Sometimes the material will be removed from shipping 
containers so that they can be placed in real-life configurations that would emulate the illicit 
transport of such materials.  However, in no case would SNM be removed from its shipping 
container when used on the High-Speed Road venue. 
 
Response to comment L5-13.    See response L5-11. 
 
Response to comment L5-14.    Pursuant to NEPA, an environmental impact statement is 
prepared by the federal agency proposing an action that may significantly impact the 
human environment.  Under Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for 
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR 
1500-1508), an environmental assessment is used to determine whether to prepare an 
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environmental impact statement.  NNSA/NSO will, based on the analysis in this EA and 
comments received, determine if an EIS is required for the proposed Rad/NucCTEC 
project.  Also see response L1-10. 
 
Response to comment L5-15.    Based upon a site selection process and extensive 
coordination with NTS stakeholders, it was determined that the proposed project location 
would best meet mission requirements.  The proposed location reduces security risks; 
takes advantage of existing NTS infrastructure, including proximity to the Device Assembly 
Facility; and represents a final consensus of optimization of all the parameters that were 
the basis of the evaluation.  Section 2.2.2 has been revised to more fully describe the site 
selection process.   
 
Response to comment L5-16.    See response L3-2 above. 
 
Response to comment L5-17.    The use of existing operating facilities, which the 
Rad/NucCTEC venues would simulate, is not feasible.  It would not be possible or would 
be very difficult to achieve the controlled conditions required for much of the testing and 
evaluation that would occur at Rad/NucCTEC.  Attempting to conduct testing and 
evaluation at existing operating facilities would cause disruptions to those operations, 
expose non-involved workers, and potentially the public to exposure to radioactivity, and 
present unacceptable security risks.  In addition, it would not be feasible to conduct tests 
and evaluations using SNM at existing operating facilities.  Providing security for such 
activities would be inordinately difficult and expensive.  The facilities that comprise the 
venues at Rad/NucCTEC would be designed to accurately emulate “real world” facilities.  
For example, designs of the Port of Entry—Primary and Port of Entry—Secondary venues 
would be based on GSA standard designs.  The High Speed Road venue would be 
constructed to existing highway design standards of the State of Nevada.   
 
Response to comment L5-18.    The use of computer models would not meet the purpose 
and need for the proposed project.   
 
Response to comment L5-19.    The NTS is not a commercial venture and its value is not 
measured in terms of monetary return.  The Device Assembly Facility is a multi-mission 
facility used for a variety of critical missions.  For example, sub-critical experiment 
packages and target assemblies for the Joint Actinide Shock Physics Experimental 
Research facility are assembled at DAF.  A number of critical assemblies for use in 
conducting tests and experiments involving nuclear criticality and the mission work they 
support are being moved to a portion of the DAF.  Although DAF would provide substantial 
support for Rad/NucCTEC, it is not dependent on that work. 
 
Response to comment L5-20.    The human environment includes all aspects of the natural 
environment.  This EA addresses all potentially affected aspects of the natural 
environment.   
 
Response to comment L5-21.    Although the last underground nuclear weapon test 
occurred in September 1992, a preeminent mission of NNSA/NSO is to maintain readiness 
to conduct a nuclear test if so directed by the President of the United States.  The NTS 
lands continue to be needed for the purposes for which they were withdrawn.  Also see 
response L1-12. 
 
Response to comment L5-22.    As noted in the NTS EIS ROD, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency “recommended that future developments be sited in already-disturbed 
areas unless other overriding factors require placing such facilities in undisturbed areas.”  
Based upon the siting evaluation described in section 2.2.2 of this EA, the decision to site 
the proposed Rad/NucCTEC in a previously undisturbed area was based upon “overriding 



 

B-41 

factors.” 
 
Response to comment L5-23.   The ROD and RMP have been added to the list of 
references in the EA. 
 
Response to comment L5-24.    Based on the analysis in this EA, the proposed project 
would not adversely impact groundwater resources.  Therefore, the two listed documents 
are not relevant to evaluating the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
Rad/NucCTEC. 
 
Response to comment L5-25.    The Rad/NucCTEC would not pose a conflict with 
NNSA/NSO’s primary mission of maintaining readiness to conduct underground nuclear 
testing nor would it conflict with conducting a test, should that become necessary.   
 
Response to comment L5-26.   Neither solar nor wind generated electric power sources 
are available at the NTS.  DOE did decide to cooperate in the construction and operation 
of up to 100 megawatts of solar powered electrical generation in Area 22 of the NTS; 
however, the project proponent, Corporation for Solar Technology and Renewable 
Resources, found that such a project would be economically unfeasible and abandoned 
the project.   In addition, NNSA/NSO supported the concept of a wind-powered electrical 
generation facility that would have been constructed and operated at the NTS by a private 
corporation.  Consideration of that project was terminated due to potential adverse impacts 
to critical national security projects and training on the Nevada Test and Training Range. 
 
Response to comment L5-27.   Section 4.1.7 has been modified to include the estimated 
fuel use during construction of the Rad/NucCTEC.  The vast majority of Rad/NucCTEC 
workers would travel to the facility on buses that currently transport workers from various 
locations in the Las Vegas Valley and Pahrump to the NTS and to facilities in forward 
areas, thus would not cause an increase in fuel use.  The few workers that would choose 
to drive personal vehicles would not add an appreciable amount to fuel usage in southern 
Nevada. 
 
Response to comment L5-28.  Because there would be no radioactive emissions 
anticipated from the Rad/NucCTEC, there is no need to make the suggested change to the 
format of the EA.  Section 4.1.7 indicates that the CAP-88 model was used in accordance 
with EPA guidelines in Appendix D to Part 61, “Methods for Estimating Radionuclide 
Emissions,” to comply with the requirements of 40 CFR 61.07 and 40 CFR 61.96.  The 
NTS presently operates an EPA-approved site compliance air monitoring network for 
radionuclides that would include the proposed facility.  
 
Response to comment L5-29.  Section 5.0 of this EA addresses cumulative effects of the 
proposed Rad/NucCTEC and other ongoing, proposed and reasonably anticipated actions. 
 
Response to comment L5-30.   See response L1-22.   
 
Response to comment L5-31.   The Final Programmatic Biological Opinion for Nevada 
Test Site Activities (Biological Opinion)(U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1996), provides two 
methods to mitigate loss of desert tortoise habitat due to activities at the NTS.  The first 
method is to reclaim previously disturbed areas within the range of the desert tortoise on 
the NTS.  The second method is to pay a mitigation fee to compensate for the loss of 
tortoise habitat.  NNSA/NSO’s preferred method of mitigating for loss of desert tortoise 
habitat is to reclaim previously disturbed tortoise habitat on the NTS.  Section 6.0 has been 
revised to clarify this point. 
 
Response to comment L5-32.  See response L1-32. 
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Response to comment L5-33.   All issues concerning legal liability must be addressed in 
accordance with applicable Federal law, including statutory requirements, contractual 
terms, and indemnification authorities. 
 
Response to comment L5-34.  See responses L5-8_ and L5-12. 
 
Response to comment L5-35.   Section 8.0 of this EA has been revised. 
 
Response to comment L5-36.  Comment noted. 
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Response to comment L6-1.  The Department of Homeland Security requested NNSA/NSO 
to construct, operate, and maintain the proposed Rad/NucCTEC at the NTS.  Therefore, non-
NTS locations are not considered reasonable alternatives. 
 
 




